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Abstract 
Prior research on how to facilitate individuals’ participation in wiki knowledge contribution generally 
pays little attention to the differentiation of knowledge contributions and the embeddedness of 
individual team members in team context. This paper examines how an individual’s epistemic 
motivation and team task reflexivity interact to jointly influence adding, deleting and revising 
behaviors in distinct ways. Empirical data of 166 university students in 51 teams support our 
hypotheses. Individuals’ adding, deleting and revising behaviors on wikis are influenced differently by 
the interactive effect of individual epistemic motivation and team task reflexivity. First, the positive 
relationship between epistemic motivation and adding behaviors is stronger when the team’s task 
reflexivity is high. Second, the epistemic motivation stimulates deleting behaviors only when team task 
reflexivity is high. Third, epistemic motivation is significantly associated with more revising behaviors 
no matter the level of task reflexivity is high or low. 
Keywords: Wiki, Epistemic motivation, Adding/deleting/revising behavior, Team task reflexivity, 
Cross-level. 
  
1   INTRODUCTION 
Information technologies have enabled us, in a more efficient and effective way, to communicate and 
collaborate with each other in daily life, learning and working. For example, Wiki, a Web 2.0 collaborative 
technology allowing users to openly share and co-edit knowledge (Arazy & Gellatly 2013; Arazy et al. 
2015), has been adopted by business units and educational institutes primarily for project team work.  
The extent to which individual users actively edit (e.g., add or revise) content on wiki pages directly 
determines the effectiveness and efficiency of wiki platform for organizations and educational institutes. 
The importance of individual users’ knowledge contribution on wiki has driven plenty of research on a 
variety of facilitating and impeding factors. However, at least two gaps exist in this line of research. First, 
although there are different forms of knowledge contributions  on wiki pages, little has been done to 
investigate how and why different patterns of contributions are influenced by factors in distinct ways with 
limited exceptions (Majchrzak et al. 2013; Pfeil et al. 2006; Yates et al. 2010). Second, the existing wiki 
research focuses at either the individual (Majchrzak et al. 2013; Yates et al. 2010; Yates et al., 2015) or 
team level (Arazy & Gellatly 2013; Zhang et al. 2013), separately. Considering that individuals edit content 
on wiki pages primarily in the team context (e.g., project teams in organizations or student learning teams 
in educational practices), those studies neglected the embeddedness of individuals in the team, or the fact 
that individuals’ wiki knowledge contribution are shaped simultaneously by individual characteristics and 
team context, but not by solely one of them, a view long held and confirmed by social psychologists and 
organizational scholars. 
Thus, this paper aims to fill in the aforementioned two gaps by examining how individual and team 
characteristics interact to influence various forms of knowledge contribution behaviors in wiki teams. In 
particular, following Pfeil et al. (2006), we first differentiate knowledge contribution behaviors into three 
categorizations, including adding, deleting and revising. As epistemic motivation has been found to 
primarily benefit knowledge intensive activities (e.g., negotiation, Vankleef et al., 2004; learning, Carette 
and Anseel, 2012; creativity, Bechtoldt et al., 2010) and wiki editing is knowledge-intensive (Arazy & 
Gellatly 2013), we then argue the beneficial effect of individual members’ epistemic motivation on 
knowledge contribution behaviors. Next, based on epistemic social tuning view (Lun et al. 2007) which 
stresses the importance of team activities and norms as knowledge sources in mitigating individuals’ 
epistemic needs and directing their actions, we propose that the effect of individual team members’ 
epistemic motivation on various editing behaviors depends on team task reflexivity, an indicator of team 
information processing activity (De Dreu 2007) having the potential to interfere individual members’ 
information processing activities. 
The remaining part of the paper is organized as following. First, the theoretical background of this research 
built on a thorough literature review is provided. Then, research model and hypotheses are developed, 
followed by methodology and data analyses testing our hypotheses. Finally, results and implications are 
discussed. 
2   THEORETICAL BACKGROUND 
2.1    Wiki Research 
Wiki is defined as a set of linked web pages on which all collaborating users can easily view, add to and 
alter the content in an iterative manner (Shih et al. 2008). The latest version is always shown on the page, 
ensuring that all team members share exactly the same cognition of the progress. Besides, every single 
edition, including the edited content, editing time and corresponding author, will be recorded, and thus any 
previous version of the wiki pages can be traced. 
Extant research has identified a set of antecedents on individual wiki usage intention and behaviors, 
including motivational factors (Arazy et al. 2015) and perceived social and technical factors 
(Iglesias-Pradas et al. 2015). Limited research has investigated the team level factors that may influence 
team wiki behaviors and outcomes. For example, Zhang et al. (2013) developed the concept of and stressed 
the effect of cognitive elaboration on wiki content quality, and Arazy et al. (2013) examined the effect of 
leader’s regulatory focus on the group’s wiki engagement. These two separate streams of research ignored 
the fact that individual team members are embedded in the team and their behaviors are impacted by not 
only individual characteristics, but also team climate.  
Knowledge contribution behaviors on wiki are not unitary. Pfeil et al. (2006) categorize three kinds of 
contributions on authoring collaboration on Wikipedia: adding, deleting and corrective actions. They also 
identify that four dimensions of culture would exert different effects on these three actions. Specifically, 
power distance would decrease deleting actions, individualism would promote adding and corrective 
actions and uncertainty avoidance would negatively influence the total contributions of all these three kinds. 
Yates et al. (2009) and Majchrzak et al. (2013)  differentiate shaping from adding in the context of 
corporate wiki usage, with the former referring to rewriting, reorganizing and integrating the pages while 
the later simply involving adding personal knowledge to wiki pages.  
Compared with simple adding behavior, scholars consistently believe that individuals are reluctant to delete 
or modify others’ content, partially due to concerns on personal offence perceived by the originate author 
and the subsequent retaliation (Lio et al. 2005; Munson 2008). As shaping behavior is substantially the 
“continuous revision” (p.455) of existing content, the classification of adding and shaping behavior in 
Yates et al. (2009) and Majchrzak et al. (2013) actually missed one important editing pattern, namely 
deleting content on wiki pages. Deleting behavior is different from revising behavior in that the latter 
contains the ingredient of adding new content but the former does not. Prior literature also shows that 
deleting and corrective actions are influenced by different cultural factors (Pfeil et al. 2006). Thus, we 
examine the three types of knowledge contribution behaviors (adding, deleting and revising) and how these 
behaviors would be impacted by the interaction of individual and team character.  
2.2   Epistemic Motivation 
Epistemic motivation is defined as individuals’ desire to form and sustain accurate and thorough 
understanding of the world (De Dreu & Carnevale 2003; Kruglanski 1989). It is a kind of intrinsic 
motivation, specifically for effortful cognitive activities (De Dreu & Carnevale 2003). As intrinsic 
motivation illustrates the inherent propensity of individuals (Ryan & Deci 2000), epistemic motivation, to a 
large extent, is also treated as a strongly stable individual difference (Bechtoldt et al. 2010; Van Kleef et al. 
2009). Generally, epistemic motivation will affect the methods individuals search and process information. 
Consistent with the dual-process model of human thinking (Chen & Chaiken 1999), individuals vary in 
their level of epistemic motivation. Individuals with high epistemic motivation tend to search more 
information in a wider scope, judge the relevant information critically, systematically and integrally, and 
make decisions based on certain rational rules. In contrast, low epistemic motivated individuals are likely to 
engage in a heuristic and superficial fashion of information processing.  
Epistemic motivation is initially drawn academic attention in the field of negotiation (Van Kleef et al. 
2004), with findings indicating that high epistemic motivation is more likely to lead to an overall optimal 
result while low epistemic motivation is related to suboptimal results. Later, epistemic motivation has also 
been found to be important in other setting like learning (Carette & Anseel 2012) and creativity (Bechtoldt 
et al. 2010). Conclusively, in the literature, epistemic motivation by now has been primarily used for 
studying activities that are knowledge intensive or need massive information processing. Wiki-based work 
is essentially knowledge-oriented and various editing patterns of existing content or even merely reading 
wiki pages require intensive information processing (Arazy & Gellatly 2013). For example, if one team 
member wants to add new content to the team’s wiki page, she/he needs to think about several questions, 
such as how to link the new content to the ones already on the page, whether he/she needs to search more 
information to verify her/his own judgment and is there any necessity to change the whole structure of the 
existing page. Thus, we argue that epistemic motivation is also important in wiki usage.  
2.3   Epistemic Social Tuning View and Task Reflexivity 
Epistemic social tuning view (Lun et al. 2007) states that epistemically motivated individuals would turn to 
their immediate social contexts for views and information to fulfil their epistemic needs. In other words, the 
social context and related activities within the context serve as important sources of knowledge, especially 
for epistemically motivated individuals (e.g., Kruglanski et al., 2006). Associated cues from an individual’s 
interpersonal context have a strong power in alleviating one’s epistemic needs and therefore directing the 
subsequent behaviors (Lun et al. 2007). As epistemic motivation propels individuals to tune their 
judgements towards those shared within the social context, the result of epistemic social tuning is the 
formation of a shared reality (Hardin & Conley, 2001).  
Extant literature has provided validated evidence for epistemic social tuning hypothesis. For example, Lun 
et al. (2007) found that only individuals with high epistemic motivation turned to beliefs endorsed by others 
and adapted toward these other views. Although the context that Lun et al. (2007) constructed in their 
experiment was a dyadic interpersonal one, Bechtoldt et al. (2010) found that epistemic social tuning view 
could also be applied to the group level. As team constitutes an important immediate social context for 
team members (Bechtoldt et al. 2010), team’s activities and norms provide important cues in forming 
judgements and directing behaviors (Salancik & Pfeffer 1978). In this paper, we specifically focus on one 
kind of team’s information processing activities, task reflexivity, which serves as an important cue for 
individual members to determine whether there is a need for further information processing (e.g., 
searching).  
Team task reflexivity refers to the extent that team members “overtly reflect upon, and communicate about 
the group’s objectives, strategies (e.g., decision-making) and processes (e.g., communication), and adapt 
them to current or anticipated circumstances” (West, 2000, p559). Task reflexivity is a multi-component 
concept. For example, West (2000) identified three iterative subprocesses for reflexivity, including 
reflection of previous work-related issues, planning for goals and ways to achieve these goals, and adaption 
to prepare for actions afterwards. Schippers et al. (2008) and De Jong and Elfring (2010) only included 
reflection and adaption in that planning is merely the bridge between reflection and adaption (West 2000). 
Whatever specific dimensions task reflexivity hold, team members are required to process massive 
information either to figure out experiences and lessons from previous accomplishments or predict what 
will happen based on certain adaption strategies. This is the reason why De Dreu (2007) took task 
reflexivity as a team’ state of deep and systematic information processing. Following De Dreu (2007), we 
also take task reflexivity as an indicator reflecting the team’s requirement for extensive information 
processing.  From this perspective, task reflexivity serves as an important cue for individual team 
members regarding the extent of information processing. Thus, according to epistemic social tuning view, 
task reflexivity, as a knowledge source, can help alleviate members’ epistemic needs and steer individuals’ 
subsequent activities.  
3   RESEARCH MODEL AND HYPOTHESIS DEVELOPMENT 
Based on social tuning view, we propose a theoretical model depicted in Figure 1. Specifically, individual 
epistemic motivation, and team task reflexivity will interact to influence different knowledge contribution 
behaviors in wiki teams. 
 
Figure 1. Conceptual Model. 
3.1   Epistemic Motivation and Adding Behaviors 
Epistemic motivation will influence how individuals search and process information (De Dreu et al. 2008). 
High epistemic motivation individuals tend to adopt a systematic strategy for information processing. 
Specifically, in order to satisfy their desire to comprehend the task correctly and thoroughly, individuals 
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with high level of epistemic motivation will search more information in a wider scope. They will discuss 
more with their peers, trying to understand the task from various perspectives. As individuals with high 
epistemic motivation tend to think critically (De Dreu et al. 2008), they will also judge and elaborate their 
searched information critically. In contrast, when individuals’ epistemic motivation is low, they tend to 
adopt a heuristic or shallow information processing strategy. Specifically, the will stop at the point where 
they understand the task from their own perspective and completely believe the information they have and 
provided by other team members.  
For individuals with high epistemic motivation, based on their abundant information and critical judgement, 
they will know better on the current wiki pages what is missing, what is not appropriate and which part 
needs further consideration. Thus, theoretically, they will show more knowledge contributions compared to 
those with low epistemic motivation. However, studies examining wiki knowledge contributions in both 
business and educational institute repeatedly found reluctance of users to edit others’ content (Lio et al. 
2005; Lund & Smørdal 2006; Munson 2008). Lio et al. (2005) highlighted that touching upon the work of 
others may cause individuals’ concern that related others (e.g., the original author) would perceive the 
editing behavior as an offence or that retribution might be sought on their own edited content. As adding 
behavior involves little or no (compared with deleting and revising) changes of others’ knowledge 
contributions, here we only hypothesize the positive relationship between epistemic motivation and adding 
behavior and argue that the effect of epistemic motivation on deleting and revising behavior will more 
depend on the team’s climate of task reflexivity in the next section.  
Hypothesis 1: Epistemic motivation has a positive relationship with adding behavior. 
3.2   Moderating Role of Team’s Task Reflexivity 
When the team’s task reflexivity is high, the positive effect of individuals’ high epistemic motivation on 
wiki knowledge contributions will be strengthened. High task reflexivity implies a high level of 
information processing of the team as a whole. If individual’s own epistemic motivation is also compatibly 
high, there will be a fit between individual and the team, thus providing social verification for individual 
team members’ personalities and self-views (Guan et al. 2010; Kruglanski et al. 2006). Within this context, 
individual team members will feel supported by the whole team and other team members, and therefore are 
more willing to contribute what he/she knows to the team on the wiki platform, meaning adding more 
content to the wiki pages. As all team members are required to process information deeply and 
systematically when task reflexivity is high, individuals will not only involve in their assigned tasks via 
their active communication with others but also other team members’ role through communication initiated 
by other team members, which will “force” individuals to search and share knowledge on wiki.  
On the contrary, when team’s task reflexivity is low, the effect of individuals’ epistemic motivation on task 
involvement will be adversely impacted. Under this circumstance, the team as a whole will show a 
behavioral syndrome called group-centrism , including rejection of deviates, resistance to change, and 
pressure to opinion uniformity (Kruglanski et al. 2006). Low task reflexivity will disconfirm the self-view 
of individuals with high epistemic motivation and more likely, those individuals will be treated as deviates 
and their opinions will be ignored by other team members, both of which will result in negative emotions 
and a subsequence negative appraisal of team and task, leading to a reduction in information searching and 
integrating.  
Hypothesis 2: Team’s task reflexivity will moderate the positive relationship between epistemic motivation 
and adding behavior such that when task reflexivity and individual team members’ epistemic motivation 
are both high, adding behavior will be the highest. 
In addition to the aforementioned reasons, there are supplementary mechanisms that task reflexivity will 
promote the deleting and revising behavior of individuals with high epistemic motivation, through 
alleviating their concerns about offence and retribution. Epistemic social tuning hypothesis implies that 
individuals with high epistemic motivation tend to turn to their immediate social environment for additional 
information. As the team constitutes the immediate social environment for individual members, the team’s 
whole climate for information processing will serve as a strong clue for whether there is need for further 
information processing (e.g., searching). The initial evidence of epistemic social tuning hypothesis comes 
from implicit prejudice, which found that only individuals with high epistemic motivation turned to beliefs 
endorsed by others and adapted toward these other views (Lun et al. 2007). Thus, task reflexivity will also 
be a source for strengthen the effect of epistemic motivation. When task reflexivity is high, team members 
will collectively reflect on the team’s objects, processes and strategies, orienting team members’ attention 
to task-related information, thus alleviating team members’ concern on personal interpretation. Furthermore, 
congruence on epistemic motivation would also help the team form an open shared reality (Bechtoldt et al. 
2010; Kruglanski et al. 2006; Pierro et al. 2015) and understanding of task goal and how to better achieve it 
(Bechtoldt et al. 2010). The shared reality and task goal brought by task reflexivity would also help 
individual team members to believe that other team members would understand the deleting or revising of 
the content from a professional perspective. Finally, task reflexivity also serves as a good opportunity for 
team members to communicate and explain the reasons for certain changes on wiki pages. Thus, we 
propose the following hypothesis. 
Hypothesis 3a: Team’s task reflexivity will moderate the relationship between epistemic motivation and 
deleting behavior such that when task reflexivity is high, the relationship between epistemic motivation and 
deleting behavior will be positive. 
Hypothesis 3b: Team’s task reflexivity will moderate the relationship between epistemic motivation and 
revising behavior such that when task reflexivity is high, the relationship between epistemic motivation and 
revising behavior will be positive. 
4   METHODS 
4.1   Participants and Procedures 
Participants in the present study were undergraduate students attending a course on business applications of 
IT in a university of Hong Kong. Students were required to work in teams of 3 to 6 to accomplish a project 
as an important part of the final course grade. In order to alleviate influences from individual differences 
(e.g., age, gender) and pre-existing social relationships, students were randomly allocated to teams by the 
lecturer but not themselves. The task required students to complete a project report, which assessed the use 
of an IT application in a certain organization, on a wiki platform built by researches. Importantly, the task 
was the same for all teams in order to remove compounded effect resulting from different task design. All 
teams have their own wiki site on which team members could co-edit their documents and the lecturer also 
has access to all wiki sites. Like Wikipedia, the wiki platform had a history functionality, which would 
keep a record of every version of the wiki page, editing time and the corresponding author. In order to help 
students to become familiar with the wiki platform as soon as possible, researchers also provided a training 
on the usage of the platform after tasks had been assigned.  
After the report submission, questionnaires on their epistemic motivation, task reflexivity and various wiki 
usage behaviors were distributed to the 200 students attending the course. To increase the participation rate, 
researchers first promised that all the data would only be used for academic purpose and their personal 
information would be kept confidential, and then lecturers would give five bonus marks for those who 
completed the questionnaire. 200 questionnaires were sent out and collected. After deleting incomplete 
responses, data of 166 students within 51 teams can be used for further analysis, leading to an overall 
response rate of 83%. The average team size is 3.32, comparable to those in the literature (Hirst et al. 2011; 
Shin & Zhou 2007). The teams’ average response rate is 80.17%. For the sample structure, 51.20% are 
male; 69.88% are freshman, 27.72% are sophomore and others are from the third and fourth year. 
4.2   Measures 
To insure the reliability and validity of measurement, the instrument was adapted from validated scales in 
previous literature. The questionnaire went through a small-scale pre-testing by five students to eliminate 
potential ambiguities of the measuring items in the research setting. Minor revision was made afterward to 
improve the clarity and accuracy of wording.  
Epistemic motivation was measured with 5 items adapted from De Dreu et al. (2003). Items for measuring 
task reflexivity were adapted from Tjosvold et al. (2004). Adding, deleting and revising behavior was 
measured respectively using the 2 items adapted from Kankanhalli et al. (2005). All items were measured 
with 7-Likert scale (from “1=strongly disagree” to “7=strongly agree”). Besides, we controlled for 
individual demographical information such as gender (0=female, 1=male), year of study and team size, 
which might confound the results.  
5   DATA ANALYSIS AND RESULTS 
5.1   Psychometric Characteristics of the Measures 
First, we performed a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) on the five variables (epistemic motivation, task 
reflexivity, adding behaviors, deleting behaviors and revising behaviors) to establish their reliability, 
convergent validity and discriminant validity. Cronbach’s alpha and composite reliability can both be used 
to assess reliability. Results show that all Cronbach’s alpha and composite reliability are greater than the 
threshold 0.70, confirming the reliability of all constructs. All AVEs are greater than the suggested 0.5 
(Fornell & Larcker 1981), suggesting a satisfactory convergent validity. Factor loadings of all items on 
their respective constructs are significantly larger than those on other constructs and are near or greater than 
0.7; besides, the square roots of all AVEs are larger than the correlations with corresponding other 
constructs, both indicating an adequate discriminant validity. 
Second, as task reflexivity is a team level shared construct but the data were collected at from individuals, 
we tested whether it is appropriate to aggregate individual responses to the team level with indicators 
including within-team agreement rwg (Klein & Kozlowski 2000) and intra-class correlations (1) and (2) 
(Bliese 2000). After calculation, rwg of task reflexivity ranged from 0.97 to 0.99, with the median value 
0.99, far greater than the suggested threshold 0.70 (Klein & Kozlowski 2000). ICC (1) was 0.36, greater 
than suggested 0.12 (Bliese 2000), and ICC(2) was 0.65, comparable to those reported in literature (Zhang 
et al. 2013). Thus, aggregating the responses to team level was appropriate. 
5.2    Descriptive Statistics 
Table 1 provides the descriptive statistics, including means, standard deviations and correlations of 
variables. The upper portion of Table 1 concerns variables at the individual level and the lower part 
concerns team level. 
 Means SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 
1.Gender 0.51 0.50  ---      
2. Year 1.32 0.53 -0.14 ---     
3. EM
b
 4.67 0.80 -0.11  -0.05  0.79    
4. Adding 3.95 1.30 0.05 0.06 0.35
**
 0.97   
5. Deleting 2.66 1.55 0.16
*
 -0.07 0.02 0.34
**
 0.95  
6. Revising 3.96 1.37 0.00 -0.06 0.49
**
 0.62
**
 0.40
**
 0.92 
1.Team Size 3.92 0.66  ---      
2. TR
b
 3.55 0.41 -0.09 0.79     
Note: 
a
 Team’s n=51. *p<0.05, **p<0.01. The values in bold on the diagonal are the square root of AVE. 
    
b 
EM=Epistemic motivation; TR=Task reflexivity. 
Table 1. Descriptive Statistics 
5.3    Hypothesis Test 
As our data were cross level, we used hierarchical linear modeling (HLM) (Hofmann 1997; Raudenbush et 
al. 2011) to test our hypotheses. We first ran a null model to provide support for a cross-level analysis. 
Second, we tested Level 1 main effect (Hypothesis 1) by adding Level 1 control variables and the 
independent variable to the model. Third, we added Level 2 variables to examine Level 2 main effect as 
required by HLM procedures. Fourth, we entered the interaction term to test the cross level moderating 
effect (Hypothesis 2-3). In the analysis, Level 1 variables are group-centered, except for the dummy 
variable, gender, and Level 2 variables are grand-centered. Following extant literature (Hirst et al. 2009; 
Pierro et al. 2015; Shin et al. 2012), we set fixed a) the main effect of Level 1 variables, b) the main effect 
of Level 2 variables and c) the interaction between team’s task reflexivity and individual team members’ 
motivation to process information. 
Our model implies that the individual variance in various wiki usage behaviors can be explained by both 
team and individual differences, thus we first need to justify that team variances of various wiki usage 
behaviors exist. Otherwise, there is no need to do a cross-level analysis. Therefore, we first ran a null 
model to justify the model to be cross-level one. Results show that the percentages of between group 
variance for adding behavior, deleting behavior and revising behavior are 13% (τ00=0.21, p<0.05, 
ICC1=0.13), 32% (τ00=0.76, p<0.001, ICC1=0.32), and 21% (τ00=0.40, p<0.001, ICC1=0.21), 
respectively, suggesting significantly enough between team variances. Thus, we proceed to test the 
proposed hypotheses. Table 2 summarizes the HLM results. 
Note: 
a
 Individuals’ n=166, team’s n=51. +p<0.1, *p<0.05, **p<0.01,***p<0.001.  
b
 ΔR2= Difference compared to previous model. Model 1, 3, and 5 were compared with the corresponding 
null model. 
c 
EM=Epistemic motivation; TR=Task reflexivity. 
Table 2. Results of Hierarchical Linear Modeling for Effects of Individual Team Members’ 
Epistemic Motivation and Team’s Task Reflexivity 
Hypothesis 1 predicted that individuals’ epistemic motivation would be positively related to adding 
behaviors. As shown in Table 2, epistemic motivation is significantly positively related to adding behaviors 
(γ=0.41, p<0.01). Thus, Hypothesis 1 is supported. However, Model 5 also shows a significant positive 
relationship between epistemic motivation and revising behaviors (γ=0.77, p<0.001), which is not 
hypothesized. 
Hypothesis 2 predicted that team task reflexivity will strengthen the positive relationship between epistemic 
motivation and adding behaviors. Table 2 shows that the interaction term of epistemic motivation and task 
reflexivity is significantly positively related to adding behaviors (Model 2, γ=0.56, p<0.05). Thus, 
Hypothesis 2 is also supported. Following Aiken & West (1991), the moderating effects of task reflexivity 
on the relationship between epistemic motivation and adding behaviors is shown in Figure 2a, which shows 
that even though the relationship between epistemic motivation and adding behaviors is slightly positive 
when team’s task reflexivity is low, the positive relationship becomes stronger when task reflexivity is high, 
providing further support for Hypothesis 2. 
Hypothesis 3 predicted that when task reflexivity is high, there is a positive relationship between epistemic 
Variables 
ADDING DELETING REVISING 
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 
Intercept 3.83
***
 3.81
***
 2.42
***
 2.42
***
 3.91
***
 3.91
***
 
Level 1       
Gender 0.24 0.25 0.44
*
 0.43
*
 0.10 0.10 
Year -0.05 0.11 -0.31  -0.17 -0.21  -0.17 
EM
c
 0.41
**
  0.38
*
 0.01 -0.02 0.77
***
  0.77
***
 
Level 2       
Team size  0.34
*
  -0.06  0.05 
TR
c
  0.15  0.43  0.23 
Cross-level 
interaction 
      
EM*TR  0.56*   0.51
*
  0.13 
Deviance 546.61 546.23 591.93 592.06 545.32 547.35 
χ2 76.67** 72.14 * 124.34*** 120.94*** 111.78*** 108.77*** 
ΔR2within-team
 b
 0.04  0.02  0.17  
ΔR2between-team
 b
  0.05  0.03  -0.04 
motivation and a) deleting behaviors and b) revising behaviors. Model 4 shows that the interaction effect of 
epistemic motivation and task reflexivity on deleting behaviors is significantly positive (γ=0.51, p<0.05), 
supporting hypothesis 3a, while model 6 shows a nonsignificant relationship between the interaction term 
and revise behaviors, providing not support for hypothesis 3b. The moderation effect of task reflexivity on 
the relationship between epistemic motivation and deleting behaviors is also graphed in Figure 2b. Figure 
2b shows that for teams with high task reflexivity, there is a positive relationship between epistemic 
motivation and deleting behaviors while the relationship is negative when task reflexivity is low. Thus, 
Hypothesis 3a is further supported.  
 
Figure 2a. Simple slope for the interaction effect of Epistemic Motivation and Task Reflexivity on 
Adding Behavior. 
 
Figure 2b. Simple slope for the interaction effect of Epistemic Motivation and Task Reflexivity on 
Deleting Behavior. 
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6  DISCUSSION 
The objective of this study is to investigate how individual characteristic and team context interact to 
influence different knowledge contribution behaviors, including adding behavior, deleting behavior and 
revising behavior, in distinct ways. Generally, the results verified our rational that adding, deleting and 
revising behaviors will be influenced differently. The empirical data support our hypotheses about the 
effect of epistemic motivation and task reflexivity on adding behavior and deleting behavior, but the effect 
of epistemic motivation and task reflexivity on revising behavior shows a different pattern from our 
hypothesis.  
First, epistemic motivation has a positive relationship with adding behavior and the team’s high task 
reflexivity will strengthen this positive relationship. When team’s task reflexivity and individual’s 
epistemic motivation are both high, adding behavior is the highest.  
Second, the effect of epistemic motivation on deleting behavior depends on the team’s task reflexivity and 
only when task reflexivity is high, is the relationship between epistemic motivation and deleting behavior 
positive. When task reflexivity is low, the relationship is negative.  
Third, what counters our hypothesis is that epistemic motivation is positively related to revising behavior 
whatever the level of task reflexivity is. The reason may be that in our sample, most of the revising 
behaviors are correction of spelling and grammar mistakes, which is quite objective, thus alleviating the 
personal explanation. An alternative explanation is that as revising is the combination of deleting and 
adding, the adding element in revising behavior actually alleviates the concern of personal explanation and 
directs the attention to the task itself. However, those conjectures need further empirical examination. 
6.2 Theoretical Contributions 
Our study contributes to the literature in the following ways. First, we confirmed that adding, deleting and 
revising behaviors, as distinct patterns of editing behaviors, were determined in different ways, thus further 
revealing the necessity to differentiate knowledge contributions in wiki studies, but not taking it as a 
unidimensional construct, e.g., under the umbrella of knowledge sharing (Arazy & Gellatly 2013; Arazy et 
al. 2015) and knowledge collaboration (Zhang et al. 2013) .  
Second, bearing the high information processing requirement of wiki editing, we first explored how 
epistemic motivation would influence wiki knowledge contributions. This new antecedent complements 
previous studies from other perspectives, such as knowledge resources (Majchrzak et al. 2013), social 
exchange and intellectual capital theory (Majchrzak 2009), and knowledge sharing motivation (Arazy et al. 
2015) and social factors (Iglesias-Pradas et al. 2015). We also extended the importance of epistemic 
motivation to the context of wiki, beyond the original field of negotiation (Van Kleef et al. 2004), and then 
learning (Carette & Anseel 2012) and creativity (Bechtoldt et al. 2010). 
Third, we shed light on the embeddedness of members in wiki teams and thus the relationship between 
members’ character, e.g., epistemic motivation, and behaviors is in the coverage of team context, e.g., task 
reflexivity. Although scholars (Majchrzak et al. 2006) has noticed “the embeddedness of corporate wiki 
users in their organizations” (p.104), to our knowledge, almost all of the existing studies on wiki are at a 
single level, either individual (Arazy et al. 2015; Majchrzak et al. 2013) or team (Arazy & Gellatly 2013; 
Zhang et al. 2013) level. Although these studies offer up to our initial understanding of knowledge 
contribution on wiki platform, they neglected that individual behavior are shaped simultaneously by their 
trait and team context as suggested by the research tradition of social psychology. Therefore, we are among 
the first to do so by considering the effect of both individual characteristic and team context on various 
knowledge contributions. In particular, we advance the importance of social tuning effect of a specific team 
information processing activity --- task reflexivity --- in bring out the potential benefit of individual team 
members’ epistemic motivation.  
6.2 Practical Implications 
This study also has important implications for practices. First, leaders in business organizations or teachers 
in educational institutes need to be aware that adding, deleting and revising are different behavior forms on 
wiki platform, which are influenced distinctively by the same factors. This is a fundamental idea that would 
direct the action of leaders and teachers. Second, to achieve wiki platform efficiency and effectiveness, our 
study implies that leaders or teachers need to consider both the personal characteristic and the team context 
simultaneously. For example, when recruiting, team leaders can select team members with high epistemic 
motivation based on certain test. In particular, managers and teachers should be aware of the importance of 
task reflexivity in promoting the positive effect of epistemic motivation. For example, they can play an 
important role in escalating team’s task reflexivity by using certain techniques such as encouraging them to 
challenge the existing work routine and question them on a regular basis.  
6.4 Limitations and Future Directions 
Generally speaking, the research has achieved the expected objective and obtained some interesting 
conclusions. However, it should be noted that there are some limitations. In noting limitations of this paper, 
some directions for future research are also pointed out. First, the students in our sample are from China, 
where collectivism and power distance are relatively high. As Pfeil et al. (2006) found that those cultural 
dimensions would exert different influences on adding, deleting and corrective actions, this leads to 
difficulty to generalize the findings to other cultural contexts. However, this also provides a new avenue to 
examine cross-cultural differences in the effect of individual characteristic and team climate. For example, 
in individualism culture, the moderating effect of task reflexivity on the relationship between epistemic 
motivation and various knowledge contributions will be weaker or even void. Second, limited by the data 
we could access, we did not examine how adding to, deleting and revising behavior would influence the 
quality of edited content, which is also a new direction for future research. Finally, we only researched the 
moderating role of task reflexivity, and there may be other important moderators such as task 
characteristics and team prosocial climate that will also contribute to influence the direction of individual 
team members’ information processing. 
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